So far in this account I have emphasised the engagé side of Lacey's views. Now one must pay due attention to the fact that he has spent almost all his working life in academic institutions, and, more specifically, in an intellectual environment in which the analytic tradition in the philosophy of science prevails. As a result, his thinking has also an analytic side, and both sides must be taken into account for his philosophy to be properly understood. Many of Lacey's writings are directed primarily to his fellow academic philosophers of science, and as a consequence -at least, that is my interpretation -he tends to adopt certain modes of expression characteristic of the analytic tradition. One of those is the idealist tendency to treat all issues in abstract, a-historical terms, as if the philosophical problems existed in a universe of ideas isolated from the vicissitudes of history. Now, the engagé posture is such that one does not rest content with raising criticisms -as, one might say, the postmodern critique of science does -but one is also concerned that the criticisms get incorporated into social forces capable of operating real changes in the world. From that concern derives a need of always being attentive to the historical situation in each moment, which should result in a discourse not abstract, but also historically situated.
My claim is that, even in his writings in which the abstract mode of exposition is adopted, history is present in that sense in Lacey's work. In other writings this feature is even more evident, for instance, in some of his most recent articles, in which the World Social Forum plays an important role. The World Social Forum, let us recall, is part of the anti-globalization movement, about whose origins there is some controversy among the commentators, but which most of them consider to have begun with the Seattle events of 1999. Its two main mottoes are "another world is possible"
and "the world is not a commodity", which express well its anticapitalist stance, committed to significant changes in social structure, together with its internationalist character . The failure of neoliberal policies -which is becoming ever more patent -in promoting peace, in diminishing the inequalities between countries and within each gives rise to the need of establishing conceptual articulations between the terms of the philosophical discourse and that of the political discourse -i.e., the discourse connected with concrete decision making concerning policies, in this case, policies for science and technology. What I propose to do is a little exercise of this sort: the building of conceptual bridges between the two types of discourse.
The example of political discourse concerning science that I chose as the object of analysis is a speech delivered by Roberto Amaral, Brazil's new minister of science and technology, on the occasion in which he took office 7 . From the point of view of the aim I have indicated, the choice is somewhat arbitrary, in the sense that other speeches or writings could illustrate equally well the points to be made. The reason that led to it has to do with another objetive of the exercise, which is to make some considerations around the question that has been raised before, namely, "what should the popular movements expect from a left-wing government which comes to power via elections?". Joining together those considerations, and with reference to our theme, we can now put our question thus: concerning science and technology, how much of the spirit of Porto Alegre is manifested in the directives of Lula's government?
With that query in mind, let us now turn to the minister's speech. First of all, it must be noted that besides including passages of a ceremonial nature, the speech hasat least by philosohical standards -a somewhat loose structure, lacking a sustained line of reasoning. My procedure will consist in discussing some brief passages, concluding later wih a general commentary. To give an indication of the tone of the analysis, I
must say that the answer to our query that will emerge is not very encouraging.
The first passage to be considered reads:
... in the course of history ... scientific technology and knowledge, in combination, are at the heart of the process by which the peoples are continuously rearranged in a hierarchy: in sum, science and technology, i.e., knowledge, politically used, dominates the ranking of peoples.
One of Lacey's main concerns in his recent work is with the thesis that science is value-free, which he analyses into three components, the theses of impartiality, neutrality and autonomy. The answer he proposes to the question "is science neutral?" is very complex. He allows that neutrality be maintained as an ideal for science, but that on the basis of a significant redefinition of the concept; as regards the really existing science of today, there is no doubt he considers it to be quite devoid of neutrality -a view also clearly present in the spirit of Porto Alegre.
The terms 'neutral' and 'neutrality' do not figure in the minister's speech. It is obvious, however, that the thesis of neutrality is presupposed by that perspective in which peoples or countries are ranked according to their state of scientific and technological development. It is only by assessing that state with a unidimensional yardstick, or, in other words, by attributing to modern science and technology the status of universal values -which is just another way of expressing the thesis of neutralitythat the ranking in question makes sense.
The neutrality attributed to science goes even deeper than that, since it rules out the possibility of alternative routes of development. The minister is quite explicit about that; in his words:
We will not be the first [to achieve higher positions in the ranking] because we will be following the trail opened by other To that question, it is fortunate for the opponents of neoliberalism that a negative answer can be given. There are in fact a few dimensions in which the new minister differs from his predecessor, and one of them concerns the issues of applicability that have been mentioned. In the minister's speech, one finds defenses both of basic research, and of the human sciences -the former very emphatic, the latter somewhat muted, expressed in just one short sentence. But that would be a mistake. The involvement in the electoral campaign and its success has naturally aroused much enthusiasm in the left, including the activists and sympathizers of the popular movements. This enthusiasm, however, has an unwelcome side-effect in that it tends to make one forget one of the founding principles of the popular movements, namely, the rejection of the two-step strategy. According to the two-step strategy, the conquest of state power is the means for effecting social transformation. It is thus a contradiction to reject it, and at the same time to have great hopes about the possibilities of an elected left-wing government. Wallerstein expresses earlier conceded to basic research. This option is completely misconceived, it ignores that scientists working in applied domains are formed in postgraduate courses whose excellence is exactly due to the qualification of the lecturers dedicated full time to basic research . Well, perhaps some dancing may be allowed as the victory is proclaimed; after that, a more sober attitude is needed: one should guard against framing excessive expectations, never forgetting that the timing of the changes in social structure according to the popular movements' strategy is only secondarily afected by the timing of electoral victories and defeats.
Apart from this general principle, there is another aspect of the present situation in Brazil which tends to lower the expectations that may be reasonably entertained as Those considerations, however, do not give the full picture. If they did, one could come to the conclusion -Wallerstein's Charybdis -that it does not make any difference whether the political forces in power are neoliberal or left-wing. And the fact is that, leaving aside the macroeconomic level, there are many areas in which the government action seems much more promising, and many ministries and other high offices are headed by people known to incorporate much more of the spirit of Porto Alegre than the minister for science and technology, and those of the economic area.
The minister for the environment, Marina Silva, is a good example. Another significant difference is that even in areas where the government's action has so far been somewhat disappointing, one feels that the guidelines have not yet been definitively fixed, that there is room for constructive criticisms to have a positive impact.
Concerning science and technology, for those who are not comfortable with the policies of the new minister, and also want to have an influence in the right direction, part of the task consists in the formulation of viable alternatives -the more carefully worked out and well-founded the better. Lacey's writings -and with this remark I conclude -can be a great help for all those engaged in that enterprise; to my mind, it provides the best available theoretical foundations for a progressive reform in scientific and technological practices.
